Below is an actual response to a paper I reviewed sometime ago. In this case, the author took the reviewers' comments, scanned them in, and then put her/his responses within. A very impressive way to do it! I include it here so you can see the level of detail/discussion I expect for your letter.
COMMENTS FROM REVIEWER 1:
This paper empirically examines several of the main tenets of oppositional culture theory. It draws on a useful dataset that allows for an exploration of some aspects of oppositional culture theory that have been so widely accepted they are practically "common sense". I think the paper is well written and organized and is publishable with some revision. I have two overarching concerns and some other suggestions which I will list below. 1) Because of the breadth of analyses done and the number of hypotheses tested, some get inadequate discussion. The paper at times becomes a long list of findings and then ends with rather meager discussion.
I have rewritten the discussion and conclusion sections of the paper. However, it is important for me to note that I discuss each finding within the results section after testing each hypothesis. As such, I do not discuss them much in the discussion/conclusion sections. Instead, I give a more overarching discussion of the topic toward the end of the paper.
2) There is a resounding silence on the role of schools in educational outcomes. The paper ends with very wishywashy and vague set of statements about moving away from Ogbu. Okay, if Ogbu is wrong, then what else should we consider? For instance, there is an abundance of recent research suggesting that school practices matter (e.g., Anne Ferguson, Karolyn Tyson both alone and in her work with William Darity, Amanda Lewis, Carla O'Connor, Pedro Noguera, Prudence Carter, Roslyn Mickelson, Annette Lareau, Erin Horvat, etc.). The absence of this literature is also felt at other points in the paper (e.g., see point below about "in trouble)
See comment "b" from reviewer 1 (about school practices) below, then see comments #7, 10, 11, and 12 
from Reviewer 2 (about moving away from Ogbu).
Other Suggestions a) The paper states on page 7 that it is inappropriate to test the resistance model on elementary aged children. While it is likely that the ways elementary aged children understand their relationship to schooling is different than high school students it seems unnecessary and wrong to just declare 10-year-olds unlikely to think about future returns to education. In fact, children in at least 4th, 5th, and 6th grade are capable of having deep ambivalence about their relationships to school. Also, in this section, Karolyn Tyson actually has done some work on the developmental aspects of Ogbu's theory that should be cited.
I agree with this comment. Therefore, I have rewritten this part of the paper to include Tyson's work. It is now in the 2 nd paragraph of the LIMITATIONS OF PREVIOUS RESEARCH section following a paragraph that discusses the maturation component to the resistance model and how Ogbu posits that school resistance is heightened during adolescence (see page 6 or read below):
Previous studies provide a limited assessment of the theory's maturation component. Quantitative studies that examine Blacks' school resistance relative to Whites across multiple age groups (e.g., Farkas, Lleras, and Maczuga 2002; Downey and Ainsworth-Darnell 2002) 4 In a qualitative study on the prevalence of school resistance among Blacks in elementary school, Tyson (2002; 2003) b) On page 19 in the exploration of students' school resistance, the author's examine questions on skipping school and being "in trouble" as if they equivalent measures or signs of resistance to school. There is an abundance of literature on blacks' differential disciplinary rates which suggest that school practices (e.g., various forms of institutional racism) are at least in part to blame. That is, your measure of "in trouble" might well be read more accurately as a sign of the kinds of differential treatment African American children experience in schools. The causal ordering here is thus, I would suggest, confused. Is being "in trouble" a sign of resistance or is resistance an effect of being a target of school personnel? For more on this see Anne Ferguson's Bad Boys, William Ayers edited volume on zero tolerance policies and some of Pedro Noguera's work.
I have incorporated this comment in several places within the paper. It is incorporated in the section that Reviewer 1 is referring to. Now on page 20, the exact wording is as follows:
It is important to note that "in trouble" (and skipping school) is not necessarily equivalent to school resistance. Several studies on Blacks' differential disciplinary rates suggest that school practices are at least in part to blame (e.g., Delpit 1995; Lewis 2003; Ferguson 2000; Tyson 2002 Tyson , 2003 Morris 2005 Americans (e.g., Ferguson 2000 , Tyson 2003 Lewis 2003 , Noguera 2003 Lareau and Horvat 1999) . Lareau and Horvat (1999) (e.g., Delpit 1995; Lewis 2003; Ferguson 2000; Tyson 2002 Tyson , 2003 Morris 2005) 
COMMENTS FROM REVIEWER 2:
Background/Literature Review 1. The first time NAEP is mentioned (2/1/7), I'd first spell it out and then use the abbreviation. Further, I'd, in a sentence or two at most, briefly describe the dataset.
I wrote out the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) the first time it is mentioned and added a sentence briefly describing the dataset (see first paragraph of the manuscript)
2. In the purpose of the study (page5), the author mentions comparing Whites and Blacks, however s/he offers no justification for this comparison as compared to, say, Whites to Blacks and Hispanics. If the location was chosen because of convenience (which is true for most research conducted), the author still needs to make the argument for why that particular location is the best (or at least an appropriate) location given the population there and the research question under investigation in this paper/research. Simply telling the reader *that* it was chosen is not sufficient; the readers need to also know *why* it was chosen. Therefore, the author needs to address these questions before a reader can depend on the validity/reliability of this data to their larger argument.
See Reviewer 2/comment #5 below.
5. The author notes that this sample is clearly wealthier than the larger population (see page 9). The justifications for why that doesn't matter aren't very strong to me. The author might want to think this through a little more. Tyson, 2002 Tyson, :1166 . Furthermore, the findings from this study indicate that results based on the MADICS yield similar conclusions to studies based on national data (i.e., Ainsworth-Darnell and Downey 1998; Cook and Ludwig 1998 Discussion/Conclusions 6. The author claims to test oppositional cultural theory "in numerous ways that other researchers have been unable to examine" (26/2/4-5). I would agree that s/he has tested the theory in numerous ways, however, clearly, others have tested … s/he even cites appropriate studies doing so. I might suggest the language to change to unable to *simultaneously* examine "on the same population" or something like that.
I address comments #3-5 from
See Reviewer 2/comment #7 below.
7. The author concludes that "the oppositional culture theory does not appear to be a plausible explanation of racial differences in achievement" (27/1/1). Here the researcher needs to employ more caution. I don't think the theory ever intended to explain ALL racial differences in achievement. However, to the degree it is effective in explaining the experiences of even a few students (note, even the author found this phenomena in 17% of his/her sample), then the theory has some merit. For purposes of full disclosure, I'm not a complete fan of the theory. However, one has to admit that it has at least *some* explanatory power.
I address comments #6-7 from Reviewer 2 in the first paragraph of the "Discussion" section, which has been rewritten. I now bring these points across differently. Now on 27/2 nd paragraph (the first paragraph of the discussion section), the following sentences have been re-worded from:
Second, the richness of the MADICS dataset allowed for the oppositional culture theory to be tested in numerous ways that other researchers have been unable to examine (addressing comment 6).

And As such, the oppositional culture theory does not appear to be a plausible explanation of racial differences in achievement (addressing current comment).
To While Ogbu's theory may hold true for some subgroups of the population, these findings suggest that the extent to which the oppositional culture theory explains racial differences in achievement is limited.
DISCUSSION
8. When discussing the literature describing the need for cultural change, the author might want to incorporate Shelby Steele's The Content of Our Character. Though dated, that book made a large splash in this arena.
I incorporate Shelby Steele in the second paragraph of the conclusion section on page 32-33 (see comment 12 below for exact wording).
9. When discussing educational efforts of the Black community as a cultural practice (28/1/4), the author might consider the work of Valerie Lee. I believe she developed a concept called academic press in her work on Catholic schools.
In rewriting the discussion and conclusion sections, the text to which this comment is referring to is no longer part of the paper.
10. The author presents an argument and then concludes that "Clearly then, Black students did not overestimates their educational expectations" (28/last/last). Is s/he comfortable stating that for all 3,200 students in her/his sample? That statement is fairly broad and is not necessarily supported by her/his data. Again, I'd exercise caution.
I concur with the reviewer that the sentences in this area of the paper were too strong. They are no longer part of the manuscript.
11. In the end, the authors seem to feel that it's poverty and not oppositional culture. However, s/he chose not to test that theory. Doing so, would make the paper much stronger. Miscellaneous
Though I agree with this comment, testing the extent to which poverty explains racial differences in school performance rather than oppositional culture is beyond the scope of this paper. After considering the reviews, I realize that I was over-interpreting the current findings by suggesting that the problem is a function of poverty. As such, now in the final paragraph of the manuscript (in the CONCLUSION section on page 33), the following has been reworded from:
"The current findings should allow researchers and policy makers to move away from explanations that attribute the lower school achievement of Blacks to their lower levels of effort and desire for success. These assumptions make the racial achievement gap appear intractable. Perhaps more merit should be given to Cook and Ludwig's (1998:392) O'Connor 1997; Ainsworth-Darnell and Downey 1998; Cook and Ludwig 1998; Akom 2003; Tyson 2002; Tyson, Darity, and Castellino 2005; Carter 1999 Carter , 2005 Instead, Jensen (1969: 112-17) proposed that Black children should be educated through special forms of classroom instructional techniques that emphasize associative learning (e.g., memorization or rote learning, trial-and-error learning) . A more recent example of theory with dangerous policy implications comes from Hanushek (1989 Hanushek ( , 1999 , who suggests that the "common surrogates for teacher and school quality (class size, teachers' education, and teachers' experience, among the most important) are not systematically related to performance " (1989: 49) , which has the potential to lead policymakers to believe that school resources are not important.
Despite the work by numerous scholars that challenge the notion that an oppositional culture is prevalent among African Americans relative to Whites (e.g., O'Connor 1997; Ainsworth-Darnell and Downey 1998; Cook and Ludwig 1998; Akom 2003; Tyson 2002; Tyson, Darity, and Castellino 2005; Carter 1999 Carter , 2005 O'Connor 1997; Ainsworth-Darnell and Downey 1998; Cook and Ludwig 1998; Akom 2003; Tyson 2002; Tyson, Darity, and Castellino 2005; Carter 1999 Carter , 2005 , researchers and policy makers should reconsider the extent to which they employ explanations that attribute the lower school achievement of African Americans to their lower levels of effort and desire for success. Evidence suggests that African American youths want to learn; they simply are not acquiring the skills necessary for success.
13. Though I would not suggest ending the paper with it, the authors need a section -a paragraph or twothat explicates the study's limitations. Otherwise, a reader may feel the author thinks the paper cannot be built upon . . . that it has reached some level of perfection. I might suggest presenting those paragraphs, then including a paragraph describing areas for future research or policy suggestions, and end with a concluding paragraph that reminds us why what s/he found in this study is so important. 14. Throughout this paper, I would use racial and ethnic terms more purposefully. Consider the example of African American versus Black. At times, the terms seem to be used interchangeably; while at other times, they are used more purposefully. This point is particularly important when thinking about generalizability. Think about a location like New York City where about 55% of the Black population are first or second generation immigrants and may not therefore identify as African American, but do identify as Black. Further, I understand that Maryland Eastern Shore has a large African immigrant population. Given that, would the author want to use vocabulary that includes all of this population or excludes some of them? However the term is used, I would offer a criterion (as a footnote) at the beginning of the paper and employ it throughout. Consider a footnote that might read something like:
"Throughout this text, we will use the term Black to refer to people of African Diaspora, and to such populations that reside within the United States. To some, African Americans are a subgroup within the larger Black community. Since our discussion purposely includes those who may be first-generation immigrants or who, for whatever reason, do not identify as African American, we employ the term "Black." Furthermore, we capitalize it to distinguish the racial category and related identity from the color. Similarly, we capitalize the word White when referring to race."
Once the author has thought this through, a similar strategy needs to be employed for any other racial groups mentioned in the paper. 15. Consider avoiding the use of the term "I" in the paper. Most research, hypotheses, for example, are presented or thought about in such a way that they could be proven false. If not it brings into question if the researcher is looking to research a topic or confirm a pre-existing position? This distinction, to me at least, connotes the difference between research and investigative journalism. In journalism, the point is to confirm an already preconceived notion. Journalists tend to ignore information that doesn't support their theory; researchers attempt to avoid this trap. Therefore writing the paper/article as though the information/research stands on its own highlights its legitimacy beyond the lived-course experience of the authors or researchers.
Point taken.
16. My final point, I think, is most important. Ogbu's work tended to involved qualitative methods. One of the many beauties of qualitative work is its ability to pick up on nuances and dynamics that quantitative work doesn't always afford. Is it therefore possible that Ogbu (and his various colleagues over the years) were able to solicit experiences and processes that quantitative data is unable to? In other words, just because this paper does not (necessarily) find support for Ogbu's theory quantitatively, is it still possible that the theory has some merit and explanatory power; and that this explanatory contribution can be found only through qualitative work or more dynamic quantitative techniques? The authors seem to dismiss, or at best, ignore, this possibility. Even with all of my comments (which might seem very critical here), I really enjoyed this paper and feel the information presented is important and merits being read by a larger audience. To that end, my comments are as detailed as they are. I wish the researcher well in addressing these comments and encourage them to see this project through to publication.
